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SUMMARY

The National Exchange Carrier Association, Ina. (NECA) is
submitting these Reply Comments in respons§ to the Commisgion's
Notice of Propoged Rulemaking in CC Docket No. 92-133, Amendment of
Parts 65 and 69 of the Commission's Rules to Reform the Interstate
Rate of Return Represcription and Enforcement Processas. NECA and
many other commenters in this proceeding strongly advocats the
retention of the unitary rate of return based upon Bell Operating
Conpany data for interstate access services. The use of BOC data,
which is readily available and statistically acceptable, furthers
the Comnission o'bjoctiva in this proceeding to reduce unnecessary
regulatory burdens on all parties.

NECA and other commenters support the following modifications
to the rate of return enforcement mechanisms: current tariff
review and complaint processes are adeguate, and would not be
improved by an automatic refund rule; the Commission should apply
the authorized rate of return on a total interstate access basis
for all rate of return exchange carriers, including the NECA pools;
the Commission should adopt a 100 basis point buffer zone for total
interstate acceas earnings enforcement and there should be at least
a two-year monitoring pericd for traditional rate of return
exchange carrviers, including the NECA pools.

. In addition, NECA supports the USTA proposal for a semi-
automatic trigger mechanism that would lead to commencement of a
represcription after a 150 basis point shift in the six-month
moving average of Xoody's Aa public utility bond (long terw)



yields, that lasts for six consecutive months, commencing after the
completion of this rulemaking. NECA also supports USTA's proposal
that BOC Form M data be used to calculate a composite BOC capital
structura and cost of debt for use in rate of return
represcriptions. NECA also remains willing to assist the
Commission, as it deems necaessary, in data-gathering for the new

rate of return procedures.
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In the Matter of:

Anendment of Parts 65 and 69 of
ths Commisaion's Rules to Refornm
the Interatate Rate of Return
Represcription and Enforcement
Processes

CC Docket No. 92-133

REPLY COMMENTS

The National Exchangs Carrier Assoclation, Inc. (NECA) submits
these Reply Comments in response to the Commission's Notice of
Propogsed Rulemaking in the above captioned proceeding.! NECA is
a not~for-protit corporation serving every local exchange carrier
study area in the United States, Puerto Rico and the U.8 Virgin
Islands. Each of these over 1400 member study areas is subject to

the rate of return procedures under review in this proceeding.

I. BACKGROUND

On September 11, 1992, NECA and thirty-eight other parties
filed comments on the Commission's Rotice which proposes éo
sioplity the interstate access rate of return represcription

process.? NECA stated that it supports simplifying this complex

! Amendment of Parts 65 and 69 of the Commission's Rules to

Reform the Interstate Rate of Return Represcription and Enforcernent
Processes, Notice of Proposed Rulemaking and QOrder, CC Dockst No.

92-133, 7 FCC Rod 4688 (1992) (Notice).

? gge Appendix A for a list of all commenting parties and the
abbreviated references used throughout this filing.



process, as long as the primary objective, i.e., determining the
proper rate of return level, is not compromised.

NECA's Comments demonstrated that the ﬁnitary rate of return
based upon Bell Operating Company (BOC) data remains a necessity
for the axchange carrier (EC) industry, BOC data, unlike data from
shaller companies, is readily available, is generally statistically
pore robust, and is better suited for empirical use. Further, the
collection and use of smaller company data for rate of return
represcriptions is contrary to a critical objective of this
proceeding =-- to reduce unnecessary regulatory burdens on all
parties.

NECA also recommended that the unitary rate of return be
applied at a total interstata access level, to best address the
reasonable needs of the NECA pools. Approximately 94 percent of
the industry is already subjeot to total interstate monitoring via
price cap regulation, and the recently initiated regulatory reform
proceeding proposes to apply total interstate access monitoring to
those exchange carriers that elect an optional incentive plan.’
Applying the authorized rate of return at a total interstate access
level would help to achieve earnings stability within the NECA
pools, an {mportant objective of the many small company members.
Tha earnings volatility experienced by the pools for years under
th; current rate of return system results from the difference

between actual costs and demand, submitted during and after the

3 Sp9 Regulatory Raform for Local Exchange Carriers Subject to

Rate of Return Requlation, Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, CC Docket
No. 92-135, 7 FCC Rod 5023 (1992) (Small/Mid-Size Notice).



tarift period, relative to forecasts used in establishing access
rates.

NECA also stated that applying the préscription only at the
total interstate access lavel would not completaly address the
earnings variability experienced by NECA pool participants, which
has been denonstrated to be greater than that of the industry as a
whole.* NECA's analysis shows an expansion of the current 25 basis
point earnings zona to 100 basis points for total interstate access
earnings will better address the pools' earnings volatility.

In its Comments, NECA recommended that at least a two-year
monitoring period should remain for the NECA pools; established
that ratepaysrs are fully protected by the tariff review and
conplaint processes; and stated that NECA is willing to assist the
Commission with its rate.ot return data-gathering effort.

In thess Reply Comments, NECA acknowledges extensive support
by other commanters for its proposals, responds to comments opposed
to NECA's positions and supports industry proposals for rate of

return represcription triggers and cost of capital methodologies.

XI. COMMENTERS AND NECA CONTINUR TO SUPPORT THRE UNITARY RATE OF
RETURN FOR INTERSTATE ACCESS SERVICES BASED UPOX BELL
OPERATING COMPANY DATA.

None of the commenters opposed the retention of the unitary

rate of return. Commenters overvhalmingly agreed that this

fundamental principle remains essential to the telecommunications

industry, and that it should be based upon Bell Operating Company

§ Sgqq NECA's Comments at 10-11.
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(BOC) data.? OPASTCO "recommends that information provided by the
Bell Operating Companies (B0Cs) be used as the basis for
calculating the unitary rate of return® and further states that
*(t1he BOCS provide a rsadily available source of information which
will prove a stable, reliable basis for calculating tha unitary
rate of return.®® NTCA quotes the Commission's endorsement that
the prescription of a single rate of return for axchange carriers'
interstate services "best balances administrative ease with
tairness.”’

NTCA also stresses that "the maintenance of a unitary ROR is
likewise fmplicit in the Unity 1~A Agreement principles and the
access charge rules which incorporate Unity 1-A principles."®
Considering the historical significance and current need for the
unitary rate of raturn, NECA recommends that the Commission's final
action in this proceeding should continue the ﬁolicy of prescribing

the unitary rate of return for interstate acceas services.

§ Seq ALLTEL at 1-2; Bell Atlantic at 1; BellSouth (cndorsinz
USTA) at 1; Casco at 1; CBT at 1; Community Service at 1; Delh

Telephona at 1; Frederick & Warinner at 2; LaHarpe Telephone at 1;
Lexington Telephone at 1; Mid-Iowa Telephona Co-op at 1; NTCA at 2~
47 Nebraska Central Telephone at 1; Nichalville Telephone at 1;
OPASTCO at 2; Pacific Companies {(endorsing USTA) at 1; Roanocke and
Botatourt Telephone at 1; Rural Telephone at 1; Shenandoah at 1;
SNET at 2; SWBT (endorsing USTA) at 1; Topsham Telephone at 1) USTA
at 4-6; UTELCO at 1; Van Horne Telephone at 1 and Wisconsin State

Telephone Association at 2.
¢ OPASTCO at 3.
7 NTCA at 3 and note 5.
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III. COMMENTERS AND NECA AGRER ON MODIFICATIONS TO RATE OF RETURN
REGULATION'S ENFORCEMENT MECHANISNS.

IIX.A. Commenters Agree that the Tariff Review and
Complaint Processss ars Effesctive Enforcement
NMechanisms that Will Sexrve the Ratepayers.

Numerous commenters and NECA agree that tariff review and
complaint processas will fully protect ratepayers of interstate
access services.’ Rochaster, for example, states “(t}he tariff
reviev and complaint procedures, moreover, constitute sufficlent
tools for the Commissjion to ensure compliaﬁcc with ites rate of
return presoriptionsn,'

MCI is the only commenter arguing for preserving automatic
refunds. MCI states “the tariff review and formal complaint
processes will be extremaly unwieldy and inefficient tools for
enforcing tﬁ- ROR prescription . . .[i]}ndeed, forcing ratepayers to
fend for themselves in such a manner will virtually guarantee that
ROR prascription violations on the part of non-price cap ECs will
generally go unremedied".'' MCI would have the Commission maintain
the court-overturned automatic refund rules as opposed to reliance
on tariff review and complaint processes.'? MCI also recommends

that "[a)lthough the automatic refund rule previously permitted the
] gh pr

? In support of tariff review and complaint processes in lieu
of Part 63 automatic refund rules for earnings anforcement gee
BellSouth at 8; NTCA at 7; OPASTCO at 4; and Rochester at 40.
Parties axplicitly opposing the application of an automatic refund
rule were Bell Atlantic at 4, Centel at 17, Rochester at 35, and

USTA at 72.
' Rochester at 41.

" Me1 at 30,
12 n.



LECs to make rafunds sither through prospective rate reductions or
direct payments,[note omitted) it would be preferable to simply
require direct payments to access service customers",'s

As explained in NEBECA's Comments, ratepayers are fully
protected and best served by the tariff review and ocomplaint
process.'* Ratepayers are protected by the Commission scrutiny
that each tariff filing receives and by the interaxchange carriers?
vigilant monitoring of both the tariff filings and the rate of
return reports for each exchange carrier. As NECA pointed out in
its comments, occurrences of overearnings have been identified and
addressed for many years without an automatic refund provision.™
NECA and other commenters, moreover, discuss the agency's legal
obligation to take into account all relevant facts and
circumstances before ordering a refund in a given case.™

There 18 no need for the Commission to respond at this time to
MCl's preference that recognition of ECs' overesarnings be on a
direct refund basis as opposed to a prospective rate or revenue
requirement adjustment. The precise nature of the remedy can be
most effectively determined on a case-by-case basis. Promulgating

a specific rule would, therefore, ba an unnacessary limitation on

future Commission discretion.

3 14. at 33,
4 NECA at 7.

5 3d. at 7 and note 15.

L Sca NECA at 7 and notes 16 and 17; Centel at 19-28 and USTA
at 73.



X11.8. Commenters Agree the cCommission Should Apply the
Authoriszed Rate of Return on a Total Interstate
Access Basis for all Rate of Return Exchange
Carriers, Including the NECA Pools.

NECA's Commants recommended that the authorized rate of
return for carriers participating in NECA's revenue pools should be
applied on a total interstate access basis.Y Several other
commenters shared that position. Centel, for example, states "the
Commission must, in order to fairly balance the ratepayers’
interests with a LEC's interest in avoiding capital flight,
calculate any overearnings by analyzing the aggregate rate of
return on interstate access of all of the holding company's
telephone operations.*'® OPASTCO notes that "(a) new refund rule
which calculates refunds on an overall interstate access basis is
an excellent proposal,® and concludes that such an approach would
provide "increased stability for all small companies in the
pools.”'” Finally, USTA observes "(c)ategory by category refunds
are not authoriged under recent decisions."®

Only MCI supports continuing access service category earnings
monitoring.' MCI suggests that "a service category refund rule
would be fully responsive to the court's invitation in the

Automatic Refund Declsion to 'fashion . . . a refund mechanism that

- 7 NECA at 8~10.
1 centel at 27.
¥ OPASTCO at 4.
% ysTA at 81.
% MeT at 31,



does not contradict the Commission's understanding of its rate of
return prescription'#, ®

NECA strongly disagrees with MCI's recommendations. In
rejecting the Commission's automatic refund rule, the Court stated
that %“[a] carrier with profitable and unprofitable business
seguents may easily rlind that making refunds on the profitable
segnments means that it earns less than the regquired minimum rate of
raturn on its overall operations™ and that "(ijndeed the Commission
itself acknowledged that requiring refunds by business segment 'may
prevent a carrier from earning {ts overall authorized raturn’
within a single two-year pericd.*® The Court further stated that
investors, "invest in a carrier as a whole, and not just in one or
another of its business segments."?* MCI's {nterpretation of the
Court'’s Automatic Rotumi Decliasion is wrong. The Court c¢learly
asxed the Commission, on remand, to provide substantiation for any
refund mechanism in light of the “constitutional doctrine that an
agency rate order ‘viewed in its entirety' must produce a just and
reasonable 'total effect' on the regulated business.*®

The whole thrust of tha Court's decision is to ensure equity
for the parties involved. The rate of return must not be applied

at too fine a level of detail or a carrier will be precluded

2 14. at 32 quoting AT&T v, PCC 836 P. 24 1386 (D.C. Dir 1988)
(Automatic Refund Decision).

B ATET v, FCC at 1391,
% 14, at 1392.

!!u.



unreasonably from balancing earnings shortfalls with overearnings
to achiave authorized earnings overall. Unanticipated events, such
as changes in regulatory requirements, can cause shifts in costs
and revenues between NECA's Common Line and Traffic Sensitive Pools
during tariff periods with consequent earnings impacts.® NECA
balievas that application of the rate of return at the total

interstate 1level fully protects access customers and avolds

unnecessary handicaps to ECs,

111.0. Commenters Agrea the Commission 8hould Adopt a 3100
:::::nz:u;:r::g:t nl:.no for Total Interstate Access

NECA's Comments demonstrated that the NECA pools, which are
subject o0 rate of return regulation, experience earnings
fluctuations some four times greater than that experienced by the
industry as a whole.¥ NECA showed that Common Line Pool earnings
results averaged 31 basis points below authorized levels for the
years 1984 through 1988 (representative of the Industry when all
ECs participated) and that the Traffic Sensitive Pool earnings for
8 period of comparable length (when only smaller ECs participated)

averaged 119 points below authorized levels.® NECA therefore

¥ As an exanple, the Commission has recently indicated that
it may investigate the possible "over-allocation of General Support
Facilities (GSP) costs to special access™ in the context of
expanded interconnection of interstate special access services to
all interested parties. This investigation has the potential of
changing the GSF cost allocation to other Part 6% rate elements
while reducing the allocation to special access.

¥ gag NECA's Comments at 10-12.
® 14,



recommended that a 100 basis point buffer zone is warranted to
recognize the greater volatility of NECA's revenue pools. Several
commentera also recommended an expansion of ého earnings buffers.”
There vaere no commants opposing an expansion of the buffer zones
for interstate access earnings monitoring. NECA submits that
sufficient data has been provided to warrant the Commission's
enlarging of the buffer zone to 100 baais points to recognize the
greater earnings volatility of smaller ECs.
I11.D. Comnenters Agres that There 5hould Be at Lesast a
Two-Year Monitoring Period for Traditional Rate of
Retura Exchange Carriers, Including the NECA Pools,
NECA's Coﬁnonts stated NECA's revenue pools, with their
documented earnings volatility, warrant continuation of at least a
tvo-year monitoring period.® NECA believes the current two-year
period for measuring earnings performance has worked well and at
least a tvo-year period is essential if the NECA pools and other
carriers subjsct to traditional rate of return regulation are to
realize the earnings levels deemed essential by the Commission.
Other commenters stated that a two-year monitoring period was
nacessary’’ and there were no proposals recommending that the
monitoring period should be less than two years. <Centel advocated

that the Commission should measure compliance with the rate of

return prescription over the term the rate is in effect.

2 ge¢ Cental at 26) OPASTCO at 4 and USTA at 81,

¥ see NECA's Comments at 12-14.
3 ce¢ Centel at 26; OPASTCO at 5; and USTA at 82,
10



Historically, such periods have been longer than two years,®

IV. MNBCA'S RESPONSE TO COMMENTERS REGARDING RATR OF RETURM
REPRESCRIPTION TRIGGERS AND COST OF CAPITAL METHODOLOGIRS.

IV.A. NECA Supports Commenters' Proposals for a Seai-
Automatic Represcription Trigger Based Upon 1Aa
Public Utility Bond Data, and a 150 Basis Point
Trigger Sone Together with a gix-Nonth Moving
Average.

The Commission's Notice invited comment on:
its proposal "to adopt a triéqor that allovs (the
Commission] to identify when there has bheen a
signifticant change in capital wmarkets that |is
likely to persist over time"; and whether such a
triggering mechanism should automatically initiate
& represcription proceeding or whether further
analysis would ba reguired Dbefore initiating a
represcription (a semi-automatic trigger).
Numerous parties support the Commission's proposal that a
triggering mechanism is superior to current Part 65 rules which
require a reprascription each second calendar year.® Moat of
these parties believe a gemi-~automatic trigger will best meet the
commigssion's objectives, including the primary objective of

administrative simplicity."
For example, Centel stated that "[w)ith a semi-automatic

R centel at 26.

B Notice at paras. 21 and 25.

. S8eq Bell Atlantic at 2; Casco at 2; Centel at 2; Community
Service at 2; Delhi at 2; Fred Williamson at 2; Frederick &
warinnar at 8; GSA at 6; LaHarpe Telephone at 2; Lexington
Telephone at 2; MCI at S; Mid-Iowa at 2; NTCA at 5; Nebraska
Central Telephone at 2; Nicholville Telephone at 2; OPASTCO at 4;
Roanoke & Botetourt at 2; Rochester at 15; Rural Telephone at 2;
Shenandoah Telephone at 2; SNET at 3; SWBT at 1; Topsham at 2; SBA
at 7; USTA at 31; UTELCO at 2; and Van Horne Coop. at 2.

¥ But sea GSA at 6 for its support of an automatic trigger.
11



trigger, after the triggering events have occurred, other factors
would be examined to determine whether a represcription proceeding
is warranted. . . equity and debt costs rates do not necessarily
move in lock-step fashion".% FPrederick & Warinner stated that the
adoption of a semi-automatic trigger "would provide a healthy
ingredient to the process by ensuring that the need for any
resulting proceeding was publicly justified and documented®.’
NECA concurs with USTA's support of a "gsemi-automatic trigger
mechanism that would lead to commencewment of a represcription at
thae time that there has bean a 150 basis point shift in the six-
month moving average of Aa public utility bond yields as measured
by Moody's Bond Record, that lasts for six consecutive months,
commencing after the completion of this rulemaking."% This
measurement would serve as a hona fide signal to the Commission
that a significant change in the cost of capital has ococurred.
NECA recommands that the cCommission dAisregard SBA's
suggestion to base a trigger mechanism on the capital costs of the
smaller ECs.® SBA's recommendation ignores two of the
Comnission’s central objectives in this proceeding: 1) ¢to
prescriba the unitary rate of return for interstate access services

and 1) to reduce regulatory burdens on all interested parties

3 centel at 4.
¥ prederick & Warinner at 5.

3 USTA at 33-34. Thesae public utility bonds are long-term
bonds that usually extend from twenty to thirty years.

¥ SBA at 7.
12



associated with represcribing an interstatse access rate of return.
As discussed baelow, tha use of BOC Form M data strikes the best
balance of prescribing the unitary rate of return representative of
all ECs' interstate access services vwvhile also achleving
aduninistrative simplicity due to the easy access of such publicly
available data.®

NECA also recommends that the Commission disregard GSA's
suggestions to evaluate each August that month's ten-year Treasury
"bond® yleld relative to the yield at the tims of the last
represcription and to use this banchmark to represcribe the rate of
return.'' Ten-year Treasury "bond" data is not representative of
long-term dabt, which constitutes the overvhelming preponderance of
sxchange carrier debt, and is, therefors, not a meaningful proxy of
ECs®’ borrowing costs. Nor does a bond yield for one month give an
accurate rendering of the capital market worthy of linitiating a
represcription.

NECA believes that the semi-automatic triggering mechanism
described above, which has been proposed by numerous other
commenters, best meets the Commission's objectives of
simultaneously ‘toducing adninistrative burdens and accurately

measuring shifts in the cost of capital for interstate access

sexvices.%

4 gag Section IV.B. infra.
¢1 GSA at 8 and 10,
&2 pell Atlantic at 2, Centel at 2-6, Fraderick & Warinner at




Iv.n. NECA Supports Commenters Proposing Cost of Debt and
g:z:?al Structure Calculations Based on BOC Form M

A fundamental Commission objective in'this proceeding is to
raduce administrative burdens associated with represcriptions. The
work items most closely associated with generating burdensome work
loads is the collection of data to calculate ECs' cost of debt,
cost of equity and capital structure. One major simplitication
vould be to minimize burdens associated with the actual data
gathering for thaese calculations. The use of BOC Form N data
simplifies the Commission's Adata gathering efforts while also
providing the best information for rate of veturn represcriptions,
NECA supports USTA's proposal to use BOC Fora M data as the
basis for represcriptions of the unitary interstate access rate of
return. BOC Form M data can easily be used to calculate a
composite BOC capital structure and composite BOC cost of debt for
use in represcriptions.”* NECA recognizes that caloulating the
composite BOC cost of equity is more difficult, Since the
appropriatenaess of applying a particular cost of egquity methodology
is 1likely to vary over time, NECA concurs with USTA's
recommandation that the Commission should not adopt a specific
methodology or methodologies for estimating the cost of equity in
this proceeding.’® The Commission should permit participante in

a rate of return represcription proceeding the latitude to present

& ysTA at s8.
(7Y M.
$ 13. at 47.
14



the methodology(ias) aa the need for represcription arises.
v. MECA REMAING WILLING TO ASSIST THE COMMISSION WITH IT@ RATSE OF

RETURN DATA~GATHEERING EFFORT.

NECA's Corments stated it is willing to serve, should the
conmission decide that 1its assistance would be of value, in
gathering data to be used with the rate of return triggering
mechanism or represcriptions.*® NECA tentatively agreed with the
Commission that the proposed responsibilities could be structured
80 that they would minimally impact NECA's Category I operating
expenses., NBECA also stressed that it must rcly.oxclusively upon
publicly available BOC data and purchases of available data from
outside the éc industry. NECA does not presently collect data froa
its members that could be used in the triggering or represcription
processes.

NTCA stresses that "the Commission should proceed cautiously
before requiring NECA to perform non-ministerial duties that might
invelve it in the exercise of discretion more appropriately left to
the Commission or that might otherwise place NECA in a position of
not being able to act as an agent of its members or of having to
represent conflicting interests".*

MCI believas NECA's participation could be a temporary one,
Ungil the Commission determines which ECs should be required to
participate and file data to be used with represcriptions, "the uss
of NECA as a data collection, processing and tiling entity for the

4 NECA at 5-6.
4T NTCA at 7.
1%



LECs in represcription proceedings appears to be a useful
proposal®

USTA recommands that the Commission "should not nmandate
participation by any party. The Commission retains sufficient
authority to request the raw data it may find necessary to assess
the need for represcription".® Fred williamson states that, if
an industry-wide data gatharing were necessary, it could be
directly provided to the Comnission, without third party
intexvenors.¥

Given the issues raised, NECA agrees that the duties assigned
to it in this proceeding should be exclusively administrative, and
that its participation should in no way limit any EC's ability to
deal directly with the Commission. Should the Commission datermine
that NECA's participation is warranted, NECA would be willing to

assist.

Vi. CONCLUBIONM
NECA and numerous commenters endorse the Commission's
review of the rate of return represcription procedures and support

the continued use of the unitary rate of raeturn based on Ball

8 NCI at 23.

¥ USTA at 23. pPBut ses, SBA at 11 which supports NECA as a
mandatory participant. SBA bases this recommendation on the
asgsupption that NECA has the raesources and information needed for
calculating a rate of return. NECA has stated in its Comments that
it does not presently collect the data necessary for the rate of
return calculations. Seq NECA at 6.

 rPred williameon at 7.
16



Operating Company data for total interstate access services.
Modifications to the rate of return procedures recommended by NECA
in its comments have also been supported by other parties and
should be adopted by the Commission. These modifications include:
the use of the tariff review and complaint processes as effective
enforcement mechanisms; the authorized rate of return should be
applied to all rate of return exchange carriers, including the NECA
pools, on a total interstate access basis, and that a 100 basis
point buffer zone and at least a two-year monitoring period should
be incorporated into the revised rate of raeturn rules.

NECA also supports the use of a seni-automatic trigger as
described by USTA and baelieves that BOC Form M data should form the
bases of cost of debt and capital structure calculations. NECA
remains willing to assist the Commission with its rate of return

data-gathering effort.

Respectfully submitted,

NATIONAL EXCHANGE CARRIER
ASSOCIATION, INC.

Joanna S5a)vatore Bochis

Its Attorney

October 13, 1992
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APPENDIX A
52;‘?:2533‘%3 ‘c‘o*m‘:ui'}oﬁ?i"‘;;‘ﬁ; "o <6 Docket ;:distzif yaae M
ALLTEL Service Corporation (ALLTEL)
The Bell Atlantic Telephone Companies (Bell Atlantic)
BellSouth Telecommunications Inc. (BellSouth)
Casco Telephone Co. (Casco)
Central Telephona Company (Centel)
Cincinnati Bell Telephone Company (CBT)
Citizens Telephone Company (Citizaens)
Community Service Telephone Company (Community Service)
Delhi Telephone Company (Delhi Telephone)
Frad Williamson & Assoclates, Inc. (Fred Williamgon)
Frederick & Warinner
Genaral Services Administration (GSA)
Hampden Telephone Company (Hampden)
LaHarpe Telephone Company, Inc. (LaHarpe Telephona)
Laxington Telephona Company (Lexington Telephone)
Ligonier Telephone Company (Ligonier)
NCI Telecommunications Corporation (MCI)
Mid-Iowa Telephone Co-~op Asgociation (Mid-Iowa Telephone Co-~o0p)
National Telephone Cooperative Association (NTCA)
Naﬂrasxa Central Telephona Company (Nebraska Central Telephone)
Nicholville T:lephonc Company, Ino. (Nicholvills Telephone)

Qrganization for the Protection and Advancement of Small Telephons
Companies (OPASTCO) :

Pacific Bell and Nevada Bell (Pacific Companies)
1



Roanoke and Botetourt Telephone Company (Roanoke and Botetourt)
Rochester Telephona Corporation (Rochester)

Rural Telephons Service Company, Inc. (Rurai Telephone)

8cio Mutual Telephone Association (Scio)

Shenandoah Telephone Company (Shenandoah Telephone)

Southern New England Telephone Company (SNET)

Southwestern Bell Telephone Company (SWBT)

Topsham Telephone Co., Inc. (Topsham Telephone)

U 8 West Communications, Ino. (USWC)

United States Small Businaess Administration,
Office of Advocacy (SBA)

United States Telephone Association (USTA)

United Telephone Companies (United)

UTELCO, Inc. (UTELCO)

Van Horne Coop. Telephone Company (Van Horne Coop.)

Wisconsin State Telephone Assooiation



